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THE UKRAINE IN KRU (KAZAKHSTAN, RUSSIA
AND UKRAINE): PROSPECTS FOR THE UKRAINIAN
GRAIN ECONOMY

Abstract. During the years leading up the Russian drought of 2010, the share of the gra-
in exports from Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine (KRU) in the world grain trade steadi-
ly increased. In 2008/09 and 2009/10 they together exported an average of 36.5 million
tons of wheat per year, which accounted for more than 26 percent of the world wheat
exports in those two years. This was greater than the exports of any of the other major
exporters — US, Canada, EU-27, and Australia. Given such a growing role for the grain
sectors in the KRU region, it is important to learn more about Ukraine’s role in global
market behavior. In this paper we focus on the specifics of Ukrainian agriculture, its gro-
wing integration in world markets, and its potential role in the future of grain market
developments.

Key words: Ukrainian agriculture, grain exports, land structure, agriholdings, agricultural
and trade policy

INTRODUCTION

Food prices are a major contextual issue that has significant impact on Ukra-
ine. World food prices as well as other commodity prices that peaked in mid
2008, fell substantially by early 2009 but rose again during 2009 and into 2010
and 20113. They are now close to the 2008 peaks and far above levels in
2000-2003 (Figure 1). It is not only food prices but also the price of farm pro-
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3 Not captured in this figure is that prices surged again in midyear 2012 due mainly to drought in
the US.
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FIGURE 1.  World Bank food, energy, metals price indices, 01/2000 to 05/2012, 2005=100

RYSUNEK 1. Wskazniki cenowe Banku Swiatowego dotyczace zywnosci, energii oraz metali, 01/2000
do 05/2012, 2005 =100

Source: World Bank.

duction inputs that are high and volatile, and it seems will be so for the forse-
eable future.

Commodity markets have always been volatile, but it is expected that many
unknowns and uncertainties will continue and likely increase the volatility of
these prices in the future. The outlook picture generated by OECD-FAO (2012),
FAPRI (2012) and others who assess future prospects for agricultural markets
have higher and more persistently higher prices than we have ever seen projec-
ted in more than two decades of doing this type of analysis. Oil prices are much
more uncertain due to the overlay of political unrest in the Middle East, and an
unexpected oil price shock could surely damage the weak economic recovery
currently underway. Exchange rates are also quite uncertain and further weake-
ning of the US dollar will further strengthen prices expressed in USS$.

Government policies can also change, and policies on biofuels are likely mo-
re critical to these markets than direct agricultural policies, because many of the
latter have been decoupled from production decisions. Likewise, government po-
licies on export restrictions, such as in Russia and Ukraine implemented in 2010
came under pressure and did change if only because production returned to nor-
mal levels. Weather interruptions always have been a big factor in volatility and
always will be, but climate change effects seem to have increased the frequency
and severity of weather damage to crops. In short, there are a wide range of po-
ssible outcomes and increasing difficulty for producers and policy makers to ma-
ke decisions in view of increased uncertainty of future developments.

High prices are beneficial to some economic interests and harmful to others,
as was carefully documented in the 2011 SOFI report [FAO 2011]; and high and
volatile prices may impact Ukraine’s agricultural sector. In particular, higher pri-
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ces could stimulate more production, more rapid adoption of improved techno-
logies, increased input use, more investment in R&D and agricultural infrastruc-
ture, but they can also put more pressure on constrained water supplies and fra-
gile environments.

Another major factor in the setting for this paper is the largest financial crisis
in Ukraine since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Real GDP growth was very
robust in the middle of the last decade (Figure 2), but in 2009, the Europe and
Central Asia region, including the European Union experienced the largest dec-
line in real GDP among all the regions in the world. Ukraine was among the
worst hit economies in the region and in the world in terms of GDP decline in
2009. Though the recovery in 2011 was reasonably good, the IMF [2012] now
expects declines in growth in 2012 and 2013, which means a long and slow re-
covery and many years before returning to the growth path that existed in Ukra-
ine and in many countries of the region prior to the 2009 financial crisis.
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FIGURE 2.  Annual growth in real Gross Domestic Product [%]
RYSUNEK 2. Roczny wzrost w realnym produkcie krajowym brutto [%]
Source: IMF [2012].

What is KRU and why is it important? KRU stands for Kazhakstan, Russia
and Ukraine. It is very significant that these three countries which accounted for
about 14 percent of global grain imports from 1987 to 1990 (Figure 3), have ac-
counted for more than 13 percent of global grain exports from 2005 to 2008
(FAO-EBRD 2009) and more than 15 percent from 2009 to 2012. Over the past
few years and before the drought of 2010, the share of the KRU in the world
wheat trade has been steadily growing. In particular, according to USDA, in
2008/2009 and 2009/2010 Russia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan together exported an
average of 36.5 million tons of wheat per year. This accounted for more than
26 percent of the world wheat exports in those two years (Figure 4). This was
greater than the exports of any of the other major exporters — US, Canada,
EU-27, and Australia. Due to very poor harvests during the drought of 2010,
exports crashed and were further constrained by Russia’s export ban and Ukra-
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Therefore, given the growing role of the grain sectors of Kazakhstan, Russia

and Ukraine, it is important to learn more about Ukraine’s role in market beha-
vior. In this paper we focus on the specifics of Ukrainian agriculture, its growing

integration in world markets, and its potential role in the future of grain market

ine’s export quotas. However, after the much improved harvest of 2011, USDA
developments.

RYSUNEK 4. Udziat KRU w Swiatowym eksporcie pszenicy [%]

Source: USDA, PSD view database.

projects that grain exports from these three countries in 2011/2012 will be 59.7
mmt, more than the previous record in 2008/2009.

FIGURE 4.
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OVERVIEW OF UKRAINIAN AGRICULTURE AND EXPORTS

Ukraine is a country rich in agricultural resources. Its agricultural land area
accounts for 42.9 million ha (or 71 percent) of the total land area. Ukraine is
a home to 25 percent of the world’s most fertile agricultural soil. According to
the State Statistics Committee of Ukraine, the agricultural sector accounted for
7.6 percent of the Ukrainian GDP in 2009.

The state and collective farms of Soviet times have been transformed into va-
rious types of private enterprises and the land has mostly been distributed to for-
mer farm workers, who have land shares and most of which have been conver-
ted to land titles [Meyers et al. 2005]. Some of this land is cultivated in small ho-
usehold farms but the number of large enterprises has been growing. There is
a very active rental market for agricultural land, but there is a moratorium on the
sale of agricultural land in Ukraine until January 1st, 2013. However, this mora-
torium has been extended every year since 2002, and there is a continuous deba-
te among Ukrainian policymakers about the extension of the moratorium. As in
the past, it is unlikely that the sale of the land would be allowed in the upcoming
year.

Ukraine’s major crops are wheat, barley, corn and sunflower seed (Figure 5).
Increasing production of biodiesel in EU and good rapeseed prices provided an
incentive for Ukrainian farmers to produce more rapeseed to meet the demand
from the Western neighbors. As can be seen from figure 5 rapeseed production
has been increasing since 2006, while total production of all these crops decli-
ned until about 2003/2004 then increased substantially in recent years.
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FIGURE 5. Ukrainian production of major crops [1000 MT]
RYSUNEK 5. Produkcja gléwnych zb6z na Ukrainie [1000 MT]
Source: USDA, PSD view database.

During the transition to market economy after 1990, the land allocation to
fodder crops has been declining significantly. This can be explained by the rapid
decline of the livestock industry after the overinvestment during the Soviet times
and the loss of the high incentives provided during those times. During the trans-

79



ition period, the sector has seen a decrease in the livestock numbers, and, as a re-
sult, decline in the demand for the forage crops (Figure 6).
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FIGURE 6.  Shift of Ukrainian crop area from forage to grain and oilseed production [ha]

RYSUNEK 6. Zmiana w areale ukrairiskich upraw — od produkcji roslin pastewnych ku produkcji zb6z
i nasion oleistych [ha]

Source State Statistics of Ukraine.

Some of the land moving out of fodder crops has been moved into the produc-
tion of grains and sunflower seed. However, there was also a significant decline
in cropland area compared to the Soviet period. This might be explained by the
fact that during the Soviet times, the prices were highly distorted and state plans
required the use of less productive land regardless of its economic value. As the
farmers have become more responsive to and dependent on market forces, they
have become less prone to using such land.

The top five agricultural exports of Ukraine are attributed to crude sun oil
(16%), wheat (11%), barley (11%), rapeseed (8%), and corn (4.5%) [State Sta-
tistics... 2008]. While the share of the imports of Ukrainian agricultural produce
from Russia and other CIS countries has remained more or less the same since
2002, there has been a significant increase in the Ukrainian agricultural exports
to the EU-27 and Middle Eastern markets.

Rail is the major means of delivering grain to Ukrainian ports on the Black
Sea. It accounts for 70 percent of the total grain delivery to the ports. Trucks ac-
count for 24 percent, while 3 percent of the grain is delivered by river transport
[FAO-EBRD 2009]. During the Soviet era, river transportation on the major
Ukrainian river Dnieper was rather developed; however, after the 1990s river
transport has become almost inexistent. Increased demand for Ukrainian grain
exports has stimulated some increased investment in river barge transportation
by the large trading company Nibilon, but unfortunately, it is too early to speak
about its re-birth on a large scale.

Most of the grain storage facilities of Soviet times have been privatized and
new, modern facilities are being built mainly by grain trading companies. There
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are more than 700 certified grain storage facilities with the total capacity of 29.5
million tons. Twenty percent of these facilities belong to the government, the rest
are private. Elevator account for 40 percent of the storage capacity; the remain-
der of grains is in the flat storage [FAO-EBRD 2009].

MAJOR GRAINS PRODUCTION, USE AND EXPORT

This section focuses on three major crops — wheat, barley, and corn — produ-
ced in Ukraine. As was seen before (Figure 5), total production of these commo-
dities fell then rose again during the last 20 years, but there is significant volati-
lity in the year to year production. The main reason for this is the volatility in
grain yields. As can be seen from Table 1, yields of Ukraine’s major crops are
two to three times more volatile than those from EU-27 and the U.S.

TABLE 1. Major grains yield comparisons [MT/HA]
TABELA 1. Poréwnanie plonéw gtéwnych zb6z [MT/HA]

Commodity Barley Corn Wheat

Country Ukraine  EU-27 U.S. Ukraine EU-27 U.S. Ukraine EU-27 U. S.
199972000 1.85 4.02 32 2.52 6.43 8.4 2.29 4.97 2.87
200072001 1.86 4.26 3.29 3.01 5.62 8.59 1.98 4.98 2.82
2001/2002 2.6 4.17 3.13 3.24 6.14 8.67 3.1 4.76 2.7
2002/2003 2.5 4.16 2.96 3.52 6.41 8.12 3.05 5.02 2.36
2003/2004 1.49 3.97 3.17 3.46 5.24 8.92 1.47 4.55 2.97
2004/2005 2.45 4.67 3.74 3.86 6.87 10.06 3.17 5.65 29
2005/2006 2.06 3.97 3.49 4.32 6.62 9.29 2.85 5.12 2.82
2006/2007 2.17 4.06 3.29 3.74 6.34 9.36 2.53 5.1 2.6
2007/2008 1.46 4.17 3.23 39 5.63 9.46 2.34 4.86 2.7
2008/2009 3.03 4.52 3.42 4.69 7.09 9.66 3.67 5.67 3.02
2009/2010 2.37 4.46 393 5.02 6.87 10.34 3.09 5.38 2.99
201072011 1.97 4.25 3.93 4.5 6.99 9.59 2.68 5.23 3.12
2011/2012 2.43 4.25 3.73 6 7.03 9.3 3.28 5.3 2.95
Average 2.17 4.22 342 3.98 6.41 9.21 2.73 5.12 2.83
Standard

Variation 0.45 0.21 0.32 0.92 0.60 0.65 0.60 0.33 0.20

Source: USDA, PSD view database.

Yield statistics also suggest that there is a big potential for increased produc-
tion of barley, corn and wheat if Ukrainian yields approach the averages of the
EU and the U.S. For example, average barley yields in Ukraine are about two-
-thirds the level of yields in the U. S. and are about half the level of average EU
yields. If Ukraine is to catch up with such yields, its barley production could in-
crease by 9.4 million MT.

The situation with wheat and corn yields indicates even more potential for im-
provement. Ukrainian corn yields are about 60 percent of those in the EU-27,
and less than half the yields of U.S. farmers. A similar situation exists with the
wheat yields. While Ukrainian and U.S. wheat yields do not differ much on ave-
rage, EU-27 wheat yields are twice as high as those that are seen in Ukraine. If
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both corn and wheat yields were to improve, the Ukrainian production of corn
and wheat has the potential to increase by 14,300 and 16,000 thousand MT, re-
spectively. While it is not expected that government support and input levels wo-
uld match those of the US and EU, just the adoption of improved practices and
seed stock could improve yields significantly as well as to reduce yield varian-
ce. Such yields are already achieved on some farms, but they are still a small por-
tion of total cropland.

As was mentioned earlier, over time there has been a gradual decrease in
the land area used for fodder crops due to the decline in the livestock num-
bers. For the same reasons there has been a decline in the use of the major
crops for feed. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, only corn feed has re-
turned to its pre-collapse level (Figure 7). The amount of wheat used for fe-
ed in 2008-2010 was 20 percent of the 1990 level and for barley it decreased
by 50 percent.
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FIGURE 7.  Ukrainian major crops’ feed use [1000 MT]
RYSUNEK 7. Gléwne zboza Ukrainy wykorzystywane jako pasze [1000 MT]
Source: USDA, PSD view database.

At the same time there has been an increase in the exports of all major Ukra-
inian crops starting from mid-1990s (Figure 8). Wheat has seen the largest incre-
ase. Starting from 2001 Ukraine was exporting on average 5.5 million MT of
wheat per year, compared to 1.2 million MT per year during the 1990s. Ukra-
inian corn exports increased from almost zero in the early 1990s to 7.4 million
MT per year in 2008-2011. Barley exports increased from 350 thousand MT in
1990 to 5.9 million MT record in 2008.

So, Ukraine is a growing factor in international grain markets. Although 2010
was unusual due to the crop losses in 2010, Ukraine has been exporting about
7.9 percent of total world grain, 8 percent of wheat, 32.8 percent of barley and
5.9 percent of corn total exports in the previous two years of 2008/2009 and
2009/2010. Also recent research has shown that Black Sea prices closely follow
EU wheat prices, so it is clear that Ukraine is becoming more integrated with
world grain markets and is heavily influenced by them [Goychuk and Meyers
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FIGURE 8. Dynamics of the Ukrainian grain exports [1000 MT]
RYSUNEK 8. Dynamika ukrainskiego eksportu zbozowego [1000 MT]
Source: USDA, PSD view database.

2011]. How much Ukraine's exports or policies may influence world market de-
pends on the commodity. Since Ukraine's barley exports are a higher share of to-
tal exports then for other grains, there would be more influence of Ukraine's ac-
tions on barley markets than on other commodities or total grains.

During 2010 Ukraine used export quotas to limit exports and protect dome-
stic consumers, and there was a long policy conflict and debate about that. Sin-
ce the 2011 harvest was much better, the Government abolished the export qu-
otas, except for buckwheat and rye, and introduced export duties ranging from
9 to 14 percent on wheat, barley and corn. A recent analysis of the export duty
policy concludes that the export duty is better but obviously not as good as ha-
ving no export barriers [Gerasymchuk et al. 2011]. It is better than a quota be-
cause it allows world market prices and world demand to influence the domestic
market. When foreign demand and prices rise, Ukraine can sell more and get hi-
gher prices and vice versa. Another advantage of the export duty is that the go-
vernment gains revenue from the tax, while in the case of the quota, since the qu-
ota was not sold, the difference between the domestic and world price was
a windfall gain to the traders who are fortunate enough to get a quota allocation.
The export duties came into force July 1, and were abolished for wheat and corn
on October 22, 2011, and for barley on January 1st, 2012. But a larger point is
that such erratic policies add to producer risk and are likely to slow the growth
of Ukraine's production and export potential.

LAND STRUCTURE AND USE

Since the 1990s there has been a gradual shift in the land use from the state
to the non-state and individual users as land was privatized (Figure 9). In 2008,
57 percent of the agricultural land was used by agricultural enterprises, including
mainly agricultural partnerships and smaller portions to cooperatives, collective
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FIGURE 9.  Distribution of Agricultural Land by User Group [%]

RYSUNEK 9. Podziat gruntéw rolnych migdzy grupy uzytkownikéw [%]
Source State Statistics Committee of Ukraine.

farms, state enterprises. The remaining 43 percent was in the hands of the indi-
viduals that leased it out or used it for gardens, some agricultural produce and
pastures (Table 2).

TABLE 2.  Agricultural land distribution, 2008
TABELA 2. Uzytkownicy gruntéw rolnych, 2008 rok

Specification Total land area Total Agricultural land
Total land area [ha] 60,354.8 41,675.9
Land of agricultural enterprises and individuals 38,275.8 36,801.5
Including:
Land of agricultural enterprises 22,159.0 21,199.1
Including:
Collective farms 159.7 101.8
State enterprises 1,378.3 1,177.0
Cooperatives 1,832.3 1,651.0
Agricultural partnership 10,345.8 10,002.8
Individuals 16,116.8 15,602.4
Other land users 22,079.0 4,.874.4

Source: State Statistics Committee of Ukraine.

It is a bit difficult to separate the data for ownership and for use of the land, be-
cause most of the land is actually owned in small units based on the land privatiza-
tion law. However, it is informative to see the distribution of operating farm by size
and number, which shows that more than 50% of the farms are less than 50 hectares
in size but more than 87 percent of the total sown area was in hands of enterprises of
500 hectares or more, 50% of the land is farmed in farms of 1000 hectares or more
and almost a half in farms of 3000 hectares or more, which is up from 35 percent in
2008 (Table 3). Moreover, data from a private source (APK-inform) indicates of the
6.77 million hectares in large farms in 2008, 4.79 million was operated by 33 large
agriholding companies with an average size of 155,000 hectares. This skewness in
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distribution of farm size has likely increased by 2011. In fact, these agriholding ope-
rations have been growing rapidly, but there are no official statistics on them. The
next section will focus on gaining a better understanding of this production and ma-
nagement structure in Ukraine.

TABLE 3. Distribution of agricultural producers and sown area by size, 2011
TABELE 3. Producenci rolni wedtug wielkosci obszaru uprawianych gruntéw, 2011 rok

Specification Total number % Total sown area (1,000 ha) %
Total number and area 48,256 100.0 21,570.6 100,0
Including:

Area [ha] < 50.0 28,054 58.1 637 2.9
50.1-100.0 4,895 10.1 350 1.6
100.1-500.0 7,195 14.9 1,757 8.1
500.1-1,000.0 2,595 5.3 1,870 8.6
1,000.1-2,000.0 2,549 5.3 3,665 17.0
2,000.1-3,000.0 1,304 2.7 3,189 14.8
> 3,000.0 1,664 34 10,102 46.8
Source: State Statistics Committee of Ukraine.

AGRIHOLDINGS

As seen in the data just presented, one of the recent trends in Ukrainian agri-
culture is the creation of large operating units though the leasing of many small
plots that were formerly part of large state or collective farms. Some of these are
individual farms run by a new breed of farming entrepreneurs who live in the vil-
lage and maintain strong ties with the village. Agriholdings by contrast are the
large farms (sometimes larger than 100,000 ha) that are usually vertically inte-
grated with processors or exporters.

The majority of agriholdings have been formed in the grain sector, while so-
me of them function in the oilseed, sugar and dairy sectors. According to
FAO-EBRD [2009], ,,some of these farms have managed to attract financing tho-
ugh the placement of stocks on leading European stock exchanges, and borro-
wing from private investors or EBRD”. For example, between 2006 and 2008
Ukrainian agriholdings attracted through IPO more than 850 billion U.S. dollars
[Sadovnik 2009].

Unfortunately, there are no official statistics sources on the number of agri-
holdings in Ukraine, or the amount of land in their use. A growing number of the
studies, however, provide a useful approximation. For example, according to the
FAO-EBRD study on grain markets in Ukraine, Russia and Kazakhstan [2009],
there are 33 agriholdings in Ukraine that use almost 5 million ha.

The reasons for the investors’ interest in the agriholdings are quite numerous.
Among them are vast availability of relatively cheap and fertile land, sufficient
level of infrastructure development, world market access, productive and relati-
vely cheap labor, and finally, increasing commodity prices as a promise of hi-
gher profits. However, Demyanenko [2008] also points out that the major reason
for the agriholdings to be a post-USSR (rather than a Western) phenomenon is
the underdeveloped institutional and legislative conditions of the transition eco-
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nomies that allow for large capital accumulation. As was mentioned earlier, the-
re is a moratorium on the sale of land in Ukraine. This allows the owners of the
agriholdings to rent a large amount of land at a relatively cheap rental rate. Mo-
reover, there are cases where land contracts are secured and allowed to remain
idle as the agriholding company uses the land holdings to attract investments in
exchange markets. This is clearly not in the interests of the nation nor the small
land holders and workers in rural areas. The leasing law should prevent this prac-
tice from continuing, but routinely such laws are not enforced.

The major benefit of the agriholdings is that they allow attracting a large amo-
unt of investment in the agribusiness sector both from domestic and internatio-
nal investors, which as was mentioned earlier in our study is crucial for incre-
asing food production. Additionally, the economies of scale of the agriholdings
allow them to decrease the cost and increase the efficiency of production, while
the extent of their integration allows for the fast and smooth product movement
from a farm to an exporter or domestic user. However, massive land holdings that
are usually widely scattered geographically and not always well managed as far-
ming enterprises are very likely to be more inefficient than holdings in the
10-20,000 hectare scale as shown in research by Demyanenko [2011]. In addi-
tion, the agriholding farming system is much more likely to engage in monocul-
ture practices that lead to deterioration of land quality and other environmental
externalities.

At the same time, there are a number of risks associated with the creation of
such large farms. The main one is the disconnect between the agriholdings and
the rural areas where they operate. Usually, the major offices of such holdings
are located in the larger cities and not in the areas where the production takes
place. Therefore, the agriholdings pay taxes to the cities, which decreases the
stream of financing to the rural territories. In turn, this results in lower levels of
financing of infrastructure and public goods provision in the rural areas of Ukra-
ine. Additionally, some experts [Visser and Spoor 2011] fear that the emergence
of agriholdings might be an example of “land grabbing” practices, where a big
share of land is owned or under long-term lease by foreign or domestic investors.
As a result, this might cause even further loss of revenues on the part of the lo-
cal population.

PROSPECTS AND CONCLUSIONS

The future role of Ukrainian grains in world markets will in part depend not
only on growth in yields and productions but also on how much the livestock in-
dustry grows again. The decline in domestic grain use for feed was a major re-
ason why Ukraine's grain exports increased (Figure 10). So far, only the poultry
industry has shown a rapid resurgence, but if there is strong growth in livestock
and/or dairy production, this might result in the shift grain use from exports to
domestic feed use and even the shift of acreage to the production of fodder crops.

Using a very rough estimate at current yield levels, we can say that if the li-
vestock industry were to grow back to the 1988 levels and use the same feeding
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FIGURE 10. Livestock and poultry production relative to grain exports
RYSUNEK 10. Produkcja zywca i drobiu w odniesieniu do eksportu zb6z
Source: USDA, PSD view database.

rates, Ukraine would have only 2.1 million metric tons remaining for export, hol-
ding other factors constant. Of course, this is unrealistic in many ways but is
used just to show the potential impact of the livestock sector on future grain
export prospects.

Another possible scenario is a growth in the biofuels industry. As of now, the
growth in this sector is in producing more rapeseed for export to the EU market.
There is no current plan for a biofuels production growth in Ukraine, and selling
the rapeseed to the EU processors is clearly a more attractive option for produ-
cers and for the government at the current time.

What about the area that has gone out of production since 1990? Cropland has
declined by 5.3 million hectares during the last 20 years, and if current high pri-
ces are sustained it is likely that some of this will be economically viable to bring
back to production. This takes time, but over a few years it could add to produc-
tion potential. The key factor is whether the higher prices persist for a long eno-
ugh period.

There is also the yield gap, which is quite significant; and higher prices will also
help in providing incentives to improve management, inputs and seed stock. Ukra-
inian wheat yields are on average 2.43 MT/HA lower than those in the EU, so clo-
sing only half of this gap with the EU levels would create potential of increasing
Ukrainian wheat production by almost 8,000 thousand MT. EU and US corn yields
exceed Ukrainian ones by 2.5 and 5.5 MT/HA, respectively, so closing only half of
these gaps would increase corn production by 3,250 or by 7,150 thousand MT. Bar-
ley yields in Ukraine are on average lower EU-27 yields by 2.1 MT/HA. Improving
Ukrainian yields by half of this gap would increase production by 4,725 thousand
MT (holding other factors constant). We use conservative 50 percent gap reduction
goals as examples, because support levels and technology infrastructure are much
less favorable in Ukraine compared with the EU and the US.
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Finally, the Ukrainian agriculture sector has been plagued by erratic and often
unfavorable government policies. It is hard to know if the policy uncertainty or
the actual policies are more damaging to the industry, but both of them have the
effect of increasing producer risk and reducing incentives to invest and improve
management and inputs in agricultural production. It is not only the imposition
of export quotas in 2010 or the on and off export duties of 2011, but the gene-
rally poor marketing infrastructure and costly transportation systems that ham-
per progress in the industry. The farm to port costs in Ukraine are estimated to
be more than 50 percent higher than in comparable EU and US markets. And
there is a very low attention to research and development in the agriculture rese-
arch system.

The future for Ukraine agriculture can be really bright if market forces are al-
lowed to operate without undue government interference and even more so if the
government can provide more pubic goods in the form of improved marketing
infrastructure, information systems and extension services. In the past, farmers
have done remarkably well considering the unfavorable policy and market con-
ditions, so the entrepreneurial talent and the natural resources are not the con-
straint but rather the policy and business environment are the limitation.

REFERENCES

APK-Inform, 2012. Available online at http: //www.apk-inform.com/en. Accessed 4 August 2012.

Demyanenko S., 2008: Agriholdings in Ukraine: good or bad? The Institute for Economic Rese-
arch and Policy Consulting. Kiev, Ukraine. Available online at http: /www.ier.com.ua/en/pu-
blications/consultancy_work/? pid=1497. Accessed 28 October 2011.

FAO, Meyers W.H., Kurbanova G., 2009: Impacts of the Global Economic and Financial Crisis
on Food Security in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. Background paper for the United Na-
tions Conference on Social Impact of the Economic Crisis in Eastern Europe, Turkey and Cen-
tral Asia. Almaty, Kazhakstan. Available online at http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_uplo-
ad/Europe/documents/Publications/REU_TP/Compendium_en.pdf. Accessed 6 November
2011.

FAO, 2011: The State of Food Insecurity in the World: How does international price volatility af-
fect domestic economies and food security? Rome, Italy. Available online at http: //reliefweb.
int/sites/reliefweb. int/files/resources/Full%20Report_266. pdf. Accessed 14 October 2011.

FAO-EBRD, 2009: Grain markets in Kazakhstan, the Russian Federation and Ukraine. Prepared
by D. Pryhodko. Rome, Italy. Available online at http://www.eastagri.org/files/Grain-Markets-
KZ_RU_UA.pdf. Accessed 28 October 2011.

(FAPRI) Food and Agricultural Policy Research Institute, 2012: FAPRI 2012 U.S. Baseline Brie-
fing Book. FAPRI MU Report 01 (12, Columbia, Missouri. Available at http://www.fapri.mis-
souri.edu/outreach/publications/2012/FAPRI_MU_Report_01_12.pdf. Accessed 30 July 2012.

Gerasymchuk N., Goychuk K., Meyers W.H., 2011: Grain Export Policy of Ukraine. Better but not
Best. Paper prepared for the conference on the Economics of Agriculture and Environmental
Sciences in the Context of Globalization and Regional Challenges, at the National University
of Life and Environmental Sciences of Ukraine, October 24-25, 2011, Kyiv, Ukraine.

Goychuk K., Meyers W.H., 2011: Black Sea Wheat Market Integration with the International Whe-
at Markets: Some Evidence from Co-integration Analysis. Paper presented at AAEA annual
meeting, Pittsburgh PA, 24-26 July 2011. Available online at http: //ageconse-
arch.umn.edu/handle/103894. Accessed 4 August 2012.

88



(IMF) International Monetary Fund, 2012: World Economic Outlook. Available online at http:
/Iwww.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2012/01/weodata/index.aspx. Accessed 4 August 2012.

Meyers W., Demyanenko S., Johnson T., Zorya S., 2005: Refocusing Agricultural and Rural De-
velopment Policies in Ukraine: Action Plan for the Road Ahead. USAID, Washington D.C.
Auvailable online at http: //pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pnadd689.pdf. Accessed 6 November 2011.

OECD-FAO, 2012: Agricultural Outlook 2012-2021. OECD Publishing. Available online at http:
sed 20 July 2012.

Sadovnik O., 2009: Suchasni tendencii rozvytku agroholdyngiv v Ukraini. ”Visnyk SNAU” 4:
10-15. Available online at http://www.nbuv.gov.ua/portal/Chem_Biol/Vsna/ekon/2009_4/Sa-
dovnik.pdf. Accessed 2 August 2012.

State Statistics Committee of Ukraine, 2012. Available online at http: //www. ukrstat. gov. ua/. Ac-
cessed 6 July 2012.

USDA Foreign Agricultural Service, 2012. Production, Supply and Distribution data. Washington,
D.C. Available online at http: //www.fas. usda gov/psdonline/psdquery.aspx. Accessed 4 Au-
gust 2012.

Visser O., Spoor M., 2011: Land grabbing in post-Soviet Eurasia: the world's largest agricultural
land reserves at stake. ”The Journal of Peasant Studies” 38 (2): 299-323.

World Bank, 2012: Commodity Price Data (Pink Sheet). World Bank Publications, Washington, D.C.

UKRAINA W KRU (KAZACHSTAN, ROSJA I UKRAINA):
PERSPEKTYWY UKRAINSKIEJ GOSPODARKI ZBOZOWE]J

Abstrakt. Do czasu suszy, jaka nawiedzita Rosje w 2010 roku, udziat eksportu zbdz z Ka-
zachstanu, Rosji i Ukrainy (KRU) w swiatowym handlu zbozem wykazywat staly wzrost.
W latach 2008/2009 oraz 2009/2010 kraje te razem eksportowaty srednio 36,5 mln ton psze-
nicy rocznie, co stanowito ponad 26% Swiatowego eksportu pszenicy w tych dwoch latach.
Byta to ilos¢ przewyzszajaca poziom eksportu kazdego z pozostatych duzych dostawcéw
pszenicy — USA, Kanady, UE-27 oraz Australii. Z uwagi na rosnacg role sektoréw zbozo-
wych w regionie KRU istotne jest dowiedzenie si¢ czegos wigcej o roli Ukrainy w zachowa-
niach rynku globalnego. W niniejszej pracy koncentrujemy si¢ na specyficznych cechach rol-
nictwa ukrainskiego, jego rosnacej integracji z rynkami Swiatowymi oraz potencjalnej roli
w przysztych wydarzeniach na rynku zbozowym.

Stowa kluczowe: rolnictwo ukrairiskie, eksport zbdz, struktura ziem, gospodarstwa rolne,
polityka rolna i handlowa
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